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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, ) NO. 34017 
1 
v. 
SUPPLEMENTA 
MICHAEL JORDAN WRIGHT, ) REPLY BRIEF 
1 
Defendant-Appellant. ) 
-. . . .,. .-,-.-<-.. - 
SUPPLEMENTAL REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT 
APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE 
COUNTY OF ADA 
HONORABLE CHERl C. COPSEY 
District Judge 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature of the Case 
Michael Jordan Wright appeals from his judgment of conviction for second 
degree murder. He asserts that the district court erred by refusing to permit an expert 
witness to testify regarding the reliability of eye witness identification, by refusing a jury 
instruction regarding the reliability of eye witness identification, and by imposing an 
excessive sentence. This Supplemental Reply Brief corrects a misstatement in the 
Supplemental Brief and Affidavit in Support. Undersigned counsel has inspected the 
records at the district court and there is no attachment to the brief in support of the 
State's motion in limine in the district court. 
Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedinas 
The Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings were previously 
articulated in Mr. Wright's Appellant's Brief. They need not be repeated in this Reply 
Brief, but are incorporated herein by reference thereto. 
ISSUE 
Is the attachment to the State's brief in support of the motion in iimine in the record? 
ARGUMENT 
The Attachment To The State's Brief In Support Of The Motion In Limine Is Not In The 
District Court Record 
A, Introduction 
In the Supplemental Brief and the Affidavit in Support, undersigned counsel 
stated that he had inspected the records and concluded that the attachment was not 
part of the motion in limine in the district court. Counsel meant to state that the 
document is not part of the State's brief in the record in the district court. 
B. The Attachment To The State's Brief In Support Of The Motion In Limine Is Not 
In The District Court Record 
Undersigned counsel has inspected the records at the district court and 
concluded that the attachment is not attached to the State's brief in support of the 
motion in limine. (See Supplemental Affidavit of Justin M. Curtis, filed 
contemporaneously herewith.) The fact that it is not part of the appellate record, is 
therefore, not due to the fault of Mr. Wright. As such, this Court will not presume 
prejudice to Mr. Wright as a result. The State is required to make available on appeal a 
record that is sufficient for adequate appellate review of the alleged errors in the 
proceedings below. State v. Strand, 137 Idaho 457, 462, 50 P.3d 472, 477 (2002). 
Because is it not Mr. Wright's fault that this document is not part of the district court 
record, this document should not be presumed to support the holding of the district 
court. 
Further, as set forth in the Supplemental Brief, regardless of the content of the 
article, the fact remains that Dr. Malpass was qualified as an expert in this case. Any 
document that suggests that witnesses are more consistent on "essential" details would 
go to the weight of Dr. Malpass's testimony, not its admissibility. Because Dr. Malpass 
is a recognized expert in the field of eyewitness identification, and because his 
testimony would have been helpful to the jury, the district court erred by excluding his 
testimony. 
CONCLUSION 
Mr. Wright requests that his conviction be vacated and his case remanded for 
further proceedings. Alternatively, he requests that this Court reduce his sentence or 
remand the case for a new sentencing hearing. 
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